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MANPOWER,  PERSONNEL,  AND  TRAINING  MANPRINT  BASELINE 

FOR  THE  M551  SHERIDAN 


Executive  Summary 


Purpose 

One  obiective  of  the  manpower  and  personnel  integration 
(MANPRINT)  program  is  to  provide  historical  data  on  predecessor 
systems  in  support  of  new  system  acquisition.  The  purpose  of 
this  report  then,  is  to  provide  a  manpower,  personnel,  and 
training  (MPT)  baseline  on  the  Sheridan  and  to  extrapola  e 
SScal  lemons  laarned  to  apply  to  the  Adored 

Gun  system,  currently  under  i°reoorts  ‘^a™ 

oathered  from  historical  records,  technical  reports.  Army 

anfDlpartmSnt  of  Defense  data  bases,  and  subject  matter  experts. 
MANPRINT 

Manpower.  Early  manpower  shortages 
training  shortfalls,  compounded  by  numerous  changes  mnqc;\ 

Si  ind  the  maintainer  Military  Occupational  Specialties  (MOSs)  . 
More  recently,  there  have  been  mismatches  between  training  and 
anly  Isslglnekts,  an  occurrence  not  restricted  to  the  Sheridan. 

Piarsonnel.  Because  the  Sheridan  is  fielded  in  only  very^ 
limited  numbers  today,  Sheridan-trained  personnel 

a  larger  MOS  pool.  That  pool  shows  the  current  Army  trend  toward 
smarter,  older,  and  more  experienced  soldiers  compared  to  1 
JeaisSo.  Eaky  maintenance  personnel  inadequacies  were 
addressed  through  a  change  in  Aptitude  Area,  however,  n  4-v,a-i- 

?n?S™a?ion  was^avallable  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of  that 

change . 

Tr-ainina.  The  most  serious  of  the  Sheridan  MPT 
were  training  problems.  Despite  the  early  identification  of  the 
need  for  a  t?aining  device,  no  comprehensive  training 
implemented  once  New  Equipment  Training  was  completed,  t'^ter, 
Mdi?iona?  Skill  Identifies  (ASIs)  were  developed  for  Sheridan 
attainable  either  through  school  training  or 

Even  after  that,  however,  an  intensive  ^^ined 

operational  readiness  revealed  a  critical  ^f 

Sheridan  mechanics,  a  problem  worsened  by  the  difficulty 
^aintaininrthe  -high  tech,  high  risk"  Sheridan  under  the  best  of 
cliSumstinlss  It  was  not  until  1978,  the  year  the  Shepdan 
pSSse-oS  begin,  that  dedicated  MOSs  were  established  -^h 

the  associated  MOS-producing  training.  Also  in  1978,  an  improvea 
conduct  of  fire  trainer  was  fielded. 


Conclusions 


In  the  first  couple  of  years  following  Sheridan's  fielding, 
the  coSblnltio^  of  MPT  problLs,  particularly  those  jssociated 
with  the  maintainer,  the  Sheridan's  inherent  maintenance 


with  the  mainrainer,  uue  - - y- 

S^^^i:;??tp‘'coSSLSL^?n^nylS°arioeephA 

operational  effectiveness.  Then,  just  when  the  Sheridan  was 
"fixed,"  the  system  was  phased  out. 


Lessons  to  be  learned  are  (1)  crew  and  maintainer 

t-ar-rtP-t-  audience  early;  (2)  determine  the  extent  of  the  disparity 
between  system  requirements  and  the  skills  and 

taraet  audience;  (3)  to  avoid  apparent  manpower  shortages,  train 
the^?Lhf  iumbJis  of  soldiers;  (4)  maximize  the  match  between 
training  and  duty  assignments;  (5)  develop  a 
tr-ainina  olan  along  with  the  training  devices;  (6)  obtain 
leaLrsMp  support  of  training;  (7)  and,  when  problems  are  found, 
work  toward  timely  resolution. 
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Introduction 


Purpose 

Reconnaissance  Ai-^^ome  Assart  Vehicle^CWJAVK^is^c^ 

P^r^^InL^Jf/Lgl  ae^siopea^n^ 

s:  ;;KS'.K”as  tj  * Hi-  H  • .’" 

sss-  »• 

Program  Manager  for  AGS. 

Scope 

The  history  of  the  Sheridan,  including  the  - 

irconpute^i^^d'^drti  bisSs!  Finally,  lessons  learned  are 
presented. 

Method  and  Data  Sources 

Data  were  obtained  from  review  of  historical  records ; 

rnfSirLi^'^?Sn?SafLf?ie!rSirisflnf;ii!-fv:r^ 

rnpower  Data  C^ter  an.  o..ren^O^PR™^ 

S  S:  ^A^-lSMor^rfiacfa^d  the  «-power  Anthorizations 

Requirements  criteria  (^C,  data  bases  and^^^^ 

Logistics  File  (WOLF)  data  Nation  of  this  information 

HfllZl  b^tel^oL  intirviews  with  Sheridan  subj^t  matter 

H^Korf^al  Sfiicf  tL  5ank  CommLd  Historical  Office,  the  Armor 
Soho“  ?he  ?irt  Knox  Field  Unit,  and  the  ARI  Manned  Systems 

Group  were  helpful  in  supplying  information. 


General  System  History 

Concept  development  and  technical  feasibility  studies  for 
the  Sheridan  began  in  1959,  including  identification  of  a 
training  device  requirement.  Engineering  design  of  present 
sysiSi  Lgan  in  1961  and  type  classification  was  assigned  in 
1966.  Production  continued  until  1970  when  1700  had 
1570  of  which  were  still  in  service  in  1978.  The  Sheridan  was 
built  to  fire  the  Shillelagh  guided  missile  as  well  as  a 
conventional,  152mm  round  with  a  combustible  cartridge.  In  1971, 
the  Sheridan  was  retrofitted  with  a  laser  rangefinder  an 

designated  the  M551A1.  Beginning  in  Fiftv- 

Tihased  out  and  replaced  by  the  M60A1  main  battle  tank.  Fifty 

Sheri^s  w«e  assigned  to  the  82na  Airborne  Division  and 
l!rto  the  National  Training  Center  at  Fort  Irwin  to  be  used  as 
opposing  forces  vehicles. 

The  role  of  the  lightly  armored  Sheridan  was  to  function  as 
the  main  Sinnfissanoe  wea^  for  a^or  infantry,  and  airborne 
operations  and  arms  teams  not  employing  the  main  battle  tank. 
Between  1968  and  1970,  the  Sheridan  was  deployed  world  wide,  to 
tS  continental  United  States,  Hawaii,  Germany,  Korea,  and 
Vietnam  ?Iplacing  tanks  in  many  units.  Including  the  initial 
deployment  of  64,  240  Sheridans,  used  almost  exclusively  as  gun 
systems,  saw  service  in  Vietnam  as  "jungle-busters,  boring 
through  the  foliage.  In  1989  the  Sheridan  saw  action  with  the 
82nd  Airborne  in  Panama  Operation  Just  Cause,  a^in  as  a 

gun  system,  providing  direct  fire  support,  blowing  entry  holes 
■Fnr*  infantry  assault,  and  also  as  a  "show  of  force.  Most 
reLntly  the  Sheridan  was  deployed  to  Opeption  Desert  Sto^  and 
training  was  revived  at  the  Armor  School  in  support  of  that 

effort. 

The  history  of  the  Sheridan  has  been  characterized  as 
programmatically  turbulent,  and  beset  with  ^^^istical,  technics  , 
and^ operational  problems.  The  program  management  changed  hands 
from  the  Ordnance  Tank  Automotive  Command  to  the  Weapons  Command 
to  the  Tank- Automotive  Command.  The  Shillelagh  missile  was 
originally  managed  with  the  Sheridan  as  a  unified  system,  but  was 
transferred  to  the  Missile  Command  mid-program.  Other  components 
mi  managed  separately  also:  A  1975  Sheridan  assessment 
required  input  from  five  different  commodity  commands. 

The  logistical  problems  were  aggravated  by  '^The' 

spread  deployment  and  the  resulting  low  equipment  density.  The 
tLhnical^problems  were  various  and  were 

that  many  of  the  components  were  current  ^ 

therefore  high  risk.  Two  components  are  of  particular  interest. 
Se  co^uUible-case  ammunition  round  and  the  electronics  and 
electronics  self-tests. 
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The  combustible-case  ammunition  round  itself 

™gersyl?am  was  designed  to  eliminate  this  prob  es;  however, 

testing  and  installation  were  not  completed  until  1972,  tnree 
years  after  initial  deployment  to  Vietnam. 

The  electronics  were  viewed  as  not  standing  up  well  to  the 

self^est  would  burn  out  other  components  of  the  electronics 
svstem  leading  to  a  negative  cycle  of  maintenance  problems.  S 
Klf^test  unreliability  led  to  field  work-arounds  outside  the 
normal  preventative  maintenance  checks  and  services. 

numbe"rror?rli^:d"c?er^nr:a?it?lfe^rlnrri;Sr^ 

S  E  ^"oc^uSinsraS-stfs^iint:^ 

eLly  on  SoSt  tL  susceptibility  of  the  system  to  turret 

ihe?Sa“SS  ?n"v"inS^?Sr  seSndfi5:"dladiy  explosion 
of  its  own  combustible-case  ammunition  rounds  after  running  ove 
a  mine. 


manprint 


System  Performance 

Throughout  the  documentation  reviewed,  references  were  made 
to  DOor  Sheridan  performance  as  it  relates  to  manpower, 
oersonnel,  and  training  problems;  however,  only  two  reports  of 
Actual  performance  data  were  located.  Both  are  of  gunner 
performance  with  the  Shillelagh  missile. 

The  first  is  from  a  1968  report  of  a  training  exercise:  Of 
112  misSi^if fiied;  88  were  hits,  a  76%  hit-rate.  For  stationary 
targets  50  out  of  59  were  hits.  The  9  misses  were  categoriz 
as  due  to  erratic  missiles.  For  moving  targets,  . 

were  hits.  The  misses  were  categorized  as  one  f 

flit  system  errors,  and  the  remaining  14  as  gunner  errors  (26^  of 

the  total  launches) . 

The  second  report  is  from  a  1977  baseline  used  to  validate 
the  uLraded  trainer.  Overall  only  54.5%  hits  ' 

with  no  attribution  of  error.  The  breakdown  by  condition 

shown  in  Table  1. 
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Table  1.  Sheridan  Live-Missile  Baseline  for  1977  Improved 
Conduct  of  Fire  Evaluation. 

Target  Condition  Hit  Miss - Total 

Day-Stationary  31  4 

Day-Moving  22  4 

Night-Stationary  12  3 

6  5  11 


An  understanding  of  the  gunner's  task  helps  to 
relatively  poorer  performance  with  moving  targets.  The  gj^^ne 
wis  re^lLd  to  trLk  the  target  throughout  missile  flight  to 
enable  missile  guidance.  If  the  gunner  tracked  too  low,  the 

brgrounaed,  toe  fast  or  off  the  target  for  some 
nercentaqe  of  time  and  the  missile  would  miss.  These  data  give 
an  incomplete,  and  perhaps  inconsequential  picture  of  Sheridan 
:?feS??v^nLs:  however,  because  the  Sheridan's  P^-ary  use  both 
in  Vietnam  and  Panama  was  as  a  gun  system,  not  a  missile  system. 


Manpower 

cr-P.w  and  Maintainer  Military  Occupational  SP^^faltj^ 
iMOS^.  An  early  account  of  the  Sheridan  history  states  that  a 
final  decision  on  the  MOSs  for  Sheridan  was  made  This 

was  iot  the  case.  A  trail  of  MOSs  are  associated  with  Sheridan 

operation  and  support. 

The  M551  Sheridan  operates  with  a  4  man  crew  , 

gunner,  loader,  and  driver.  Dedicated  MOSs  were  ■  dan 

until  1978,  ironically,  the  same  year  phase-out  of  the  Sheridan 
began.  Table  2  shows  the  MOS  transitions.  The  earliest 
aviilable  documentation  shows  the  HE,  Armor  Crewman,  with  an 
Additional  Skill  Identifier  (ASI)  of  R8  (Sheridan  Crewman)  a 
colander,  gunner,  and  loader.  The  IID, 

Specialist,  with  the  R8  ASI,  was  the  driver.  In  1978,  a 

dedicated  commander,  loader,  gunner  '  ^d?iver  MOS  19H 

Reconnaissance  Vehicle  Crewman,  and  a  dedicated  driver  “OS,  19H, 
Armor  Reconnaissance  Driver,  were  established.  Sometime  after 
the  phase-out  of  the  Sheridan,  the  19D,  Cavalry  Scout,  with 
R8  ASI,  became  the  Sheridan  crew  MOS. 

The  available  records  show  the  turret  mechanic  MOS  °ha"9ing 
at  least  as  frequently  as  the  crew  MOSs  (see  also  Table  2).  The 
first  was  the  45G,  Turret  Artillery  Repairman.  Next  came  the 
Tank  Turret  Repairman,  with  the  M9  ASI.  Then,  in  the  mid 
19?isra  dedlcSerMOS,  th4  45P  Sheridan  Turret  Mechanic  was 
established,  but  that  MOS  was  phased  out  in  1980.  Today,  the 
45N,  M60A1/A3  Turret  Mechanic,  with  an  R8  ASI,  is  the  Sheridan 

mechanic. 
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Table  2 .  Sheridan 

MOSs: 

Sample 

Years 

from  1968  to  1989. 

1968 

1971 

1978 

1980 

1989 

Crew  Members 

MOS 

ASI 

7 

HE 

R8 

19G - >19G 

19D 

R8 

Primary  Driver 

MOS 

ASI 

7 

HD 

R8 

19H - >19H 

Turret  Mechanic 

MOS 

ASI 

45G 

45K 

M9 

45P 

7 

45N 

R8 

Tank  Mechanic 

MOS 

ASI 

7 

• 

63C  ? 

63N 

R8 

Both  the  R8  and  the  M9  ASIs  designate  Sheridan-specific  training. 


The  audit  trail  for  the  tank  system  mechanic  MOS  is 
incon,plete  and  the  identification  of  ^5® 

Mor-hanic  in  the  197 Os  IS  based  on  subject  matter  expert 
recollection.  The  63C,  like  the  45P,  was 

Today,  the  63N,  M60A1/A3  Tank  System  Mechanic,  with  R8  ASI, 
performs  system  maintenance  for  the  Sheridan. 

Tt  should  be  noted  that  a  separate  MOS,  the  2 7H,  the 
Shillelagh  Missile  System  Repairman,  was  responsible  for  missile 

era 

ready.  If  a  no-go  was  obtained,  the  organizational  turret 
mechanic  attempted  to  isolate  the  fault. 

Shortages.  A  series  of  letters  to  and  from  the 
Project^Management  (PM)  Office  in  ^he  early  1970s  documented 
Sherid.a.n  itianpowsir  shoirtages,  most  critically/  ^  ^  , 

trnlnertSrret  mechanics.  “Last  fall  (1970)  hardly  a  trained 
Sheridan  turret  mechanic  was  in  USAREUR  (U.S.  Army  Europe) ,  none 

Vietnam)'.  ^-“er  dated  4  Aug  71  from 

1-he  Sheridan  PM  to  CG,  U.S.  AMC,  and  to  the  Assistant  Chiet  or 
sKffISr  ^rce  Development)  .  The  letters  cite  an  improving  but 
still  bleak  trend:  In  May  71,  USARV  had  ten  45K  with  M9  ASI 
veisis  5I  autto^ized,  18  in  June,  37  in  September.  For  ?re«an 
in  +-hat  same  time  frame,  USARV  theater  records  showed  that  only 
iJs  SeL  IcLoi-?raIned'llEs  with  R8  ASI  out  of  618  authorized. 

The  manpower  problems  can  largely  be  construed  as  training 
«fT3n.rhfa?ls  7which  will  be  discussed  later),  but  not  entirely. 

The  seriousness  of  the  problems  was  compounded  by  the  Sheridan  s 
loS  ISipmSfdensity.  Only  one  or  two  turret  mechanics  were 
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authorized  per  unit,  so  that  if  one  or  two  were  missing, 
maintenance  capabilities  were  severely  hampered. 

AS  shown  in  Table  3,  the  shortage  of  trained  personnel  seems 
to  have  been  overcome  by  1979-1980,  but  assignment  problems 
persisted.  In  fact,  the  records  show  more  19Gs,  19Hs,  and  45P 
Sere  trained  (Primary  MOS)  than  were  performing  in  those  MOSs 
(llly  ms).  infortufiately,  there  is  an  assignment  mismatch  for 

those  three  MOSs  that  goes  both  ways:  Only  Sheridan 

S4  05-^  of  the  Sheridan-trained  personnel  were  assigned  Sheridan 
jobS  ^Sd  be?weSn  26.1%  and  46.3%  of  those  Performing  -n  Sheridan 
iobs  were  doing  so  without  school  training.  The  data 
show  about  the  same  percentage  of  JJ^tched  placements  59.3^,  but 
a  staaaering  percentage  of  mismatched  placements-  75 o. 
UnfortSnatelyS  no  information  was  available  to  help  explain  this 

figure. 


Table  3  The  Numbers  Reporting  Sheridan-Related  MOSs  in  19^9 
1980  and  in  1988-1989  and  the  Percent  Matched  and  Mismatche 
Placements. 


Number 

with: 

%  Matched 

Number  %  Mis- 
with  Matched 
Duty  Place- 

MOS  Onlv  ments 

Years 

1979-1980 

MOS 

Primary 

MOS 

Primary 
&  Duty 
MOS 

Placements 

19G 

817 

400 

49.0 

613 

34.7 

19H 

282 

130 

46.1 

242 

46.3 

45P 

126 

68 

54.0 

92 

26.1 

63C 

4482 

2659 

59.3 

10,646 

75.0 

1988-1989 

19D 

9551 
(237) ** 

7903 

82.7 

* 

45N 

267 
(  22) 

213 

79.8 

* 

63N 

1201 
(  58) 

981 

81.7 

* 

%  Mismatched  Placements  -  »  ,  ^  v  mn 

((Duty  MOS  -  Primary  and  Duty  MOS)  /  Duty  MOS)  X  100. 

*  na-ha  not  readilv  accessible  for  1988-1989. 

**  pLentheses  shJw  number  of  R8  ASIs  authorized  for  the  MOS. 
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The  fiaures  for  1988-1989  show  a  higher  percentage  of  matched 
Blacementsf  to  82.7%.  The  figures  on  Duty  MOS  were  not 

available  precluding  a  complete  comparison  with  the 

specific  trend. 

-i nhP.nance  Manhours .  Although  references  to  Sheridan's 
poor  maintenance  record  are  abundant,  data  are  not.  A  sample 
data  collection  on  Sheridan  maintenance  was  referenced  in  a 
^c»^-+-c»r•  from  the  PM  in  1975  but  no  substantive  records  could  be 
ilca?ed  ?o?  Inclusion  in  this  report.  Some  recent  statistics  are 
available  and  are  shown  in  Table  4. 


Table  4.  Statistics  on  Work  Orders  (WOs)  on  File  against  the 
Sheridan  from  1986-1990. 


Total 
Number 
of  WOs 

2184 


Average 
WOs  per 
Year 

436.8 


Total 

Manhours 


8903.8 


Average 
Manhours 
per  WO 

4.1 


Total 

Days 

Down 

16,289 


Average 
Days  Down 
per  WO 

7.5 


Current  Table  of  Organization  and  Equipment — (TOEX.  An 
emtrart  orthl  current  T^E  tor  a  Light  Amored  Bak^on  is  shown 
in  Table  5.  The  numbers  in  parentheses  are  the  numbers  of 
oersonnel  with  Sheridan-specific  training  authorized  out 
ms.  For  example,  the  Headquarters  and  Headquarters  Company  i 
Lthorized  eight  19D  with  R8  ASI  out  68  19Ds  total. 


Table  5.  Extract  from  the  TOE  for  a  Light  Armored  Battalion. 


Headquarters  &  Light  Armor 
Headquarters  Co  Co  (x4) 


Officers  25 
Warrant  Officers  2 
Enlisted  283 

(19D  R8)  (  8/68) 
(45N  R8)  (  14/14) 
(fi3N  R8) _ (  21/25X 


5 

0 

58 

(  41/54) 


Battalion 
Total 

45 
2 

562 

(172/284) 
(  14/14) 

(  21/25) 
609 


Total  Personnel 
Sheridans 


310 


63 


14 


58 


Numbers  in  parentheses  are  the  .P®ff°”2®k?'^Sat^M0S 

for  Sheridan  ASIs  out  of  the  total  authorizations  for  that  MOS. 
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Mns-End  Item  Crosswalk.  A  listing  of 
ma^TTi- finance  suDDort  for  the  Sheridan  is  shown  in  Table  6.  The 

^Spporr^hS^f  tnf ?iE  SSeronly 

unit  authorizations. 


Table  6.  MOS-End  Item  Cross-Walk  out  of  the  MARC 


Data  Base. 


Title 


MOS  - - -  . 

27E  TOW/Dragon  Repairer 

29E  Radio  Repairer  „  .  4.  •  „v. 

3]_Y  Unit  Level  Communications  Maintainer 
4 1C  Fire  Control  Instrument  Repairer 
44B  Metal  Worker 
44E  Machinist 
45B  Small  Arms  Repairer 
45G  Fire  Control  System  Repairer 
45K  Tank  Turret  Repairer 
45N  M60A1/A3  Tank  Turret  Mechanic 

63G  Fuel  &  Electrical  System  Repairer 
63H  Track  Vehicle  Repairer 
63J  QM  &  Chemical  Equipment  Repairer 
63N  M60A1/A3  Tank  System  Mechanic 

63W  Wheel  Vehicle  Repairer 
76Y  Unit  Supply  Specialist 


Tiocation 
DS,  GS 


DS 

Unit 
DS,  GS 
DS,  GS 
DS,  GS 
DS,  GS 
DS 

Unit,  DS,  GS 
Unit 
DS,  GS 
DS 

Unit 
Unit 
DS,  GS 
Unit 


P<=>rsonnel 

The  early  changes  in  MOSs  were  largely  to  drive  training 
V.  vmtH  least  for  the  turret  mechanic,  also  to  achieve  a 

changes,  but,  a  g^j^^^tion.  The  45G  was  deemed  inappropriate 

as^the  Sheridan  turret  mechanic  due  to  a  mismatch 

?;qSi?ementi  of  both  existing  training  and  personnel  skills  The 
M9^I  was  developed  for  the  45K  to  attempt  a  training  fix  for 
?L^Lwlm  Latlr,  with  the  change  to  the  45P,  a  personnel  fix 

was  made. 

fTVici  Antitude  Area  (AA)  for  the  turret  mechanic  was  changed 

from  S^haSoafLtnlenLci  (MM) ,  the  ^  *°5nrMggSt"S?lfer4no: 
General  Maintenance  (GM) ,  the  AA  for  45P.  The  biggdft  ^fference 

between  the  derivation  of  the  MM  and  GM  scores  is  thatMM 
includes  the  Numerical  Operations  test  (a  speeded,  basic 
arithmetic  test)  whereas  GM  includes  the  Mathematical  Knowledge 
TgeoL^S  infalgebra  problems)  .  therefore  the  GM  score 
can  be  assumed  to  tap  into  higher  reasoning  abilities  than  the  m 
scSre  ?Sronly  eviLnce  as  to  ths  effectiveness  of  this  fix  is 
tof lick  of  eviLnoe  to  the  contrary,  the  lack  coinciding 
nn-Fortunatelv  with  the  beginning  of  the  Sheridan  phase  out,  197  . 

is  agaL  MM.Ve  AA  for  45N.  Ho  information  was 
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S^lre^for  in?o“oth  ?he°“/anr?he  ef/was  an'MM  of  100. 

cu?^ir2cirrfortrs°»?  waS  a  CO^scofa  of 

90. 

r''?l7r59loInr?ri9l8-»8rarfshL^°In1Sbie“r"NSf 

llll  llltllll  ifgufaS  -prajant  all  inaivlauala  raporfing^ 

^•?rtha'“a?a?fI™rthfpoS  Sol  which'today.s  Sharldan 
IoWi«  iriraii  tandi  to  hava  a  highar  mantal  catagory,  and  ba 
mora  higwy  aducatad,  oldar,  and  mora  axpariancad. 

Training 

rPT-ainino  Devices.  The  requirement  for  Sheridan 
.  — «o-t-av,i  1  cihed  in  1959  with  the  establishment  of  the 

devices  was  h  cLduct  of  fire  trainer  (COFT) . 

SSSa-  cop. 

was  developed,  the  I-COFT. 

The  COFT  (formally  the  XM35  COFT)  includes  both  a  ^urret- 
^-^S^.?^nalefScts  simulator  and  instructor  console  (the  XM41 
??SnS  wSnoharf  a^d  an  infrarad  transmittar  "““"tad  on  soma 

s€:S“HS“ 

p^oficflLraid  t^gat  hits  ara  racordad  for  latar  raviaw. 

The  SWS  Trainer  (the  XM40)  is  a  simulator  designed  to  train 
craws  in  aU  aSpiSts  of  turret  oparation, 
firing,  including  the  sequence  of  operations, 
adiustments,  maintenance,  and  the  replacement  of  p  • 

tSiner  includes  a  simulated  gun/launchar  with  . 

impact,  are  presented. 

The  documentation  is  confusing,  not  always  making  the 
distinctiontbetweenithe  gJ^^J^^g^^J^®'^p^ocS^er4nd°field4d  COOTS 
appear  of  29  SWS  trainers  were  delivered  to  the 

r’^-rSchco?  ?hl  ^-cSfT  waf  inl^ia^J^in  1975.  In  1978  103 

lynchers  and  60  targets  were  fielded,  again,  ironically,  e 
year  the  Sheridan  phase-out  began. 
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I?Ss^ics”lo^ihSSn:?4la?erMolS'  1988- 

1989. 


Mental 

Years 

1979- 

1980 

Cateqori 

MOS 

19G 

19H 

45P 

63C 

r 

T 

II 

IIIA 

IIIB 

IV 

V 

UNK 

1.7 

3.9 

1.6 

1.1 

22.3 
24.5 

14.3 
15.8 

22.6 

19.5 

18.3 

17.3 

28.0 

25.9 

27.0 

27.7 

22.4 

25.1 

34.1 

33.1 

0.0 

0.4 

0.8 

0.1 

2.9 

0.7 

4.0 

5.0 

1988- 

1989 

19D 

45N 

63N 

3.8 

0.7 

1.3 

27.6 
19.1 

25.6 

19.0 

20.6 

22.5 

26.3 

39.0 

31.8 

14.0 

19.1 

17.8 

9.4 

1.5 

1.5 

Education 

MAC 

No  HS 

GED 

HS  + 
or  HS 

UNK 

ICCIJ-O  - - - - - - 

1979-  19G 

11.0 

82.9 

6.0 

- 

1980  19H 

16.3 

81.2 

2.6 

45P 

25.3 

68.3 

6 . 4 

63C 

31.0 

66.1 

2.8 

0  •  1 

No  HS 

GED 

HS  and  above 

UNK 

1988-  19D 

1.4 

10.7 

87.8 

0.1 

1989  45N 

3.7 

14.6 

81.3 

63N 

2.1 

16.4 

81.4 

i 

I 

! 


Years  of  Service _ _ 

0-4  5-10  11-20 

First  Mid-  Careerists 

Years  MOS  Tenners  Careerists - - 


20+ 


1979- 

19G 

52.3 

1980 

19H 

85.8 

45P 

67.5 

63C 

70.1 

40.8 

13.8 
29.3 
12.0 


6.9 

0.4 

3.2 

15.7 


2.3 


1988- 

1989 


19D 

45N 

63N 


55.7 

42.7 
37.3 


26.0 

52.4 

29.0 


18.0 

4.9 

30.0 


0.4 

4.2 
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TT-ainina  Problems:  Fixes.  After  being  given  a  _  , 

SepSf?Gf°S.S^‘A™rWECOM’'lo®SlpiJy°cG°u!l/MC).®  Despite  this 
pronouncement,  the  Sheridan  had  serious  training  problems. 

The  first  Sheridan  training  delivered  was  ^he  New  Equipment 
Training  (NET) .  From  January  1969  to  March  1970,  Sherida 
was  conducted  in  the  Vietnam  combat  zone.  Despite  initial 
logistical  support  problems  due  to  competing  priorities  and 
lack  of  training  facilities  at  some  locations,  training  was 
genLally  5ell-?eceived.  There  were,  however,  some  marked 
differences  between  units.  One  case  study  report  provides  a 
contrast  of  two  units  receiving  NET,  one  where  the  Sheridan  was 
n?J?^a?elv  effectively  employed,  and  the  other  where  it  was  not. 

?he"laLrs^rsLived  training  along  with  troops  and 
•HVio  -inina  was  aiven  in  an  uninterrupted  block.  For  tne  orner 

unit  leaders  attended  NET  only  intermittently  and  the  training 
Saf  irikSf Into  f^S^ented  sessions.  The  case  study  concludes 
■hViaf  for  the  first  unit  described,  the  leadership  support  for 
initial  Sheridan  training  was  instrumental  in  overall  system 
effectiveness  by  fostering  an  attitude  of  system  acceptance. 

Some  of  the  blame  for  the  inadequate  training  provided  for 
the  Sheridan  can  probably  be  placed  on 

devils  available:  The  original  basis  of  issue  for  the  COFT  was 
reduced  to  two  launchers  and  one  target  per  27  Sheridans,  own 
from  nine  and  three,  so  that  the  total  requirement  was  reduced 

from  656  to  194 • 

Further  although  Sheridan  training  devices  existed,  it  was 
not  clear  ho^  or  when  they  were  used  initially.  There  were  no 

dedicated  MOSs  and  no  Sheridan  ASIs.  ® 

M60  and  M48  series  tanks  and  those  school-taught  skills,  in 
narticular,  Lintenance  skills,  did  not  transfer  readily  to  the 
Sheridan.  The  Sheridan  turret  was  a  "high-tech'  electronic 
system,  having  few  components  in  common  with  the  M60  and  the  M48. 

Then  in  1971,  in  order  to  produce  more  and  better-trained 
Sheridan  personnel,  the  R8  Sheridan  Crew  ASI  and  the 
Mechanic  hSl  were  implemented.  The  ASIs  were  earned  through 
either  an  additional  four  weeks  of  Sheridan  specific  and 
training  or  on-the-job  training  (OJT)  . 

Unfortunately,  the  OJT  route  to  an  M9  ASI  was  not  satisfactory. 
Only  the  school  training  was  judged  as  turning  out  capa 
mechanics . 

During  extensive  field  visits  to  ascertain  Sheridan's 
operational  status,  observers  noted: 
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"a  clear  and  decided  correlation  between 
school  training  vs.  vehicle  performance  and 
maintenance.  It  is  noticeably  greater  than 
for  other  armor  equipment.  The  experienced, 
trained  unit  maximizes  its  Sheridans,  and 
their  problems  are  minimal.  Where  trained 
crewmen  and  mechanics  are  not  present, 
problems  multiply  and  the  vehicle  is  less 
effective.  In  some  units  one  end  result  is 
that  the  men's  faith  in  their  equipment  is 
shaken."  -  Letter  dated  4  Aug  71  from  the 
Sheridan  PM  to  CG,  U.S.  AMC,  and  to  the 
Assistant  Chief  of  Staff  for  Force 
Development 

Thus,  the  gamut  of  Sheridan  training  problems  ranged  from 
net  in  a  iombat  zone  with  variable  leadership  support, 
ifthS  Sumber  of  training  devices,  school  training  on  unrelated 

r/ffli^?s”^^;K-^u?^"IfToSe!  Toes  iSifrSti  .TLT.liln 

of  the  effectiveness  of  this  training. 

The  only  materiel  change  introduced  to  address  training 
problems  was\he  I-COFT.  It  was  designed  to 

roPT  deficiencies:  (1)  lack  of  realism,  specifically,  no  time 

delay  between  pressing  the  fire  switch  and  missile  launch,  no 
reclil  to  pSvida  -a  mild  shook  impact  to  the  gunner's  head'  (as 
contrasted  with  the  SWS  trainer  which  did  provide  recoil) ,  and  no 
noise*  (2)  inadequate  feedback  to  either  the  instructor  or  the 
gunner  on  misses^nd  causes  for  errors;  (3)  poor  reliability  and 
Lintainability;  and  (4)  equipment  that  was 

consuming  to  install.  The  operational  test  report  for  th®  i  cur 

showed  tLt  all  noted  deficiencies  po^itivL 

exceptions.  Initial  user  reaction  to  the  I-COFT  was  positive. 

Prior  to  gearing  up  for  Operation  Desert  Storm,  Sheridan 

Although  the  training  devices  still  exist,  they  are  not 
listed  as  being  used  for  this  training  course. 
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Sumitiary  and  Conclusions 

today. 

•'Overly  sophisticated  equipment  ^  , 

continuing  area  of  analysis  and, 
imorovement.  The  fundamental  problem, 
obvious  to  everyone,  is  that  the  user  (combat 

commander)  wants  itv 

sophisticated  performance  (greater  lethality, 
faster,  smoother  ride  cross-country,  counter- 
measur4  proof,  lightweight,  100%  reliable, 
etc  etc.)  but  susceptible  of  being  operated 
and*repa?rid  by  a  twelve-year  old  boy  with  a 
screw-driver.  We  shall  persevere.”  -  from  a 
letter  re:  the  Sheridan,  dated  November  1970 
to  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  f°r 
I^tallations  &  Logistics  from  the  Commanding 
General ,  U . S .  AMC 

The  Sheridan  was  a  "cutting-edge"  system  of  its  time,  and  so 
the  iSLfs  learned  JtiU  apply  Desprte^the^long^ 
developmental  time,  it  was  ,  trainina  devices  had 

particularly  training  fo?  whom  to  train,  where,  or 

been  developed,  ^  ,  had  the  effect  of  creating  manpower 

fiiiS-sS  Si.;  ssss; 

gave  the  system  a  bad  reputation. 

While  most  of  the  high  risk  P®?hnical  problems  eventually 
?l?L''°Thl  dedPaiefMMs?  t^  associated  school  trato 

was  reduced  and  the  soldi  g  sophisticated  as  the 

®^®f“°'’^|or  thrclltical  yLrs,  1969-1978,  Lwever,  the  Sheridan 
TilassL  exampi^S  tL  ne4d  for  MANPRIHT. 

The  principle  lessons  learned  to  be  derived  from  this  report 
Of  Sheridan  MPT  are; 

(1)  Identify  crew  and  maintainer  MOSs  early. 

(2)  Determine  the  target  audience 

including  an  assessment  of  the  match  between  the  personnel 
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characteristics  and  system  requirements.  A  disparity  will 
undermine  system  effectiveness. 

(3)  Although  Sheridan  had  manpower  shortages,  they 

right^nu^e^rof  soldiers!  supported  by  the  right  amount  of 
training  equipment. 

(4)  The  match  of  trained  soldiers  to  duty  assignments 
should  be  maximized. 

(5)  Development  of  a  training  device (s)  can  not  be 
done  independently  of  a  training  plan. 

(6)  Leadership  support  of  training  can  be  critical,  as 
the  Vietnam  case  study  concluded. 


(7)  When  problems  are  found, 
work  toward  early  and  timely  resolution, 
can  help  to  accomplish  this. 


the  Army  system  should 
The  MANPRINT  program 
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